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Utah, as the ‘‘Noal Cushing Bateman
Post Office Building,” was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

———

MAURINE B. NEUBERGER UNITED
STATES POST OFFICE

The bill (H.R. 1327) to designate the
United States Postal Service building
located at 34480 Highway 101 South in
Cloverdale, Oregon, as the ‘“Maurine B.
Neuberger United Sates Post Office,”
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read a third time, and passed.

———

JOHN J. BUCHANAN POST OFFICE
BUILDING

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 1377) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service at
13234 South Baltimore Avenue in Chi-
cago, Illinois, as the ‘John J.
Buchanan Post Office Building,”” which
had been reported from the Committee
on Governmental Affairs, with an
amendment to strike all after the en-
acting clause and inserting in lieu
thereof the following:

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

The facility of the United States Postal
Service, located at 9308 South Chicago Ave-
nue, Chicago, Illinois, 60617, is designated as
the ‘“John J. Buchanan Post Office Build-
ing”.

SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, regulation, map,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the facility referred to in
section 1 shall be considered to be a ref-
erence to the ‘“John J. Buchanan Post Office
Building”’.

The committee amendment, in the
nature of a substitute, was agreed to.

The bill (H.R. 1377), as amended, was
considered read the third time and
passed.

The title was amended so as to read:

“To designate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at
9308 South Chicago Avenue, Chicago,
Illinois, as the ‘John J. Buchanan Post
Office Building’.”’.

———————

FOR THE RELIEF OF SUCHADA
KWONG

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that the Judi-
ciary Committee be discharged from
further consideration of H.R. 322, and
the Senate proceed to its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 322) for the relief of Suchada
Kwong.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
read a third time and passed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the
table, and that any statements related
to the bill be printed in the RECORD.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The bill (H.R. 322) was read the third
time and passed.
———

AUTHORIZATION OF
REPRESENTATION

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 238 submitted earlier
by Senators LOTT and DASCHLE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 238) to authorize rep-
resentation of Member of the Senate in the
case of Brett Kimberlin v. Orrin Hatch, et al.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this resolu-
tion concerns a civil action commenced
by a pro se plaintiff in the United
States District Court for the District
of Columbia against Senator HATCH
and a former member of the staff of the
Judiciary Committee. The plaintiff is a
federal prisoner serving a sentence for
offenses related to a series of bombings
in 1979. The complaint seeks damages
from Senator HATCH and staff for their
alleged role in the United States Pa-
role Commission’s 1997 revocation of
the plaintiff’s parole for failure to sat-
isfy an outstanding civil judgment
against him in favor of one of the vic-
tims of his bombings.

The plaintiff’s claims of unfairness
and political bias in his parole revoca-
tion hearing have already been rejected
by the federal district court in Mary-
land in habeas corpus proceedings initi-
ated by the plaintiff.

This resolution authorizes the Senate
Legal Counsel to represent Senator
HATCH in this action. The Senate Legal
Counsel will seek dismissal of the suit
for failure to state a claim for relief
and for other reasons.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be agreed to, the preamble be agreed
to, the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and finally that any
statements related to the resolution be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. REs. 238

Whereas, in the case of Brett Kimberlin v.
Orrin Hatch, et al., C.A. No. 99-1590, pending
in the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia, the plaintiff has named
as a defendant Senator Orrin G. Hatch;

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(1) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§288b(a) and 288c(1), the Senate
may direct its counsel to defend Members of
the Senate in civil actions relating to their
official responsibilities: Now therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate Legal Counsel is
directed to represent Senator Hatch in the
case of Brett Kimberlin v. Orrin Hatch, et al.
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DETERMINED AND FULL ENGAGE-
MENT AGAINST THE THREAT OF
METHAMPHETAMINE OR DEFEAT
METH ACT OF 1999

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar No. 260, S. 486.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 486) to provide for the punish-
ment of methamphetamine laboratory opera-
tors, provide additional resources to combat
methamphetamine production, trafficking,
and abuse in the United States, and for other
purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment
to strike all after the enacting clause
and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Methamphet-
amine Anti-Proliferation Act of 1999°.

SEC. 2. ENHANCED PUNISHMENT OF AMPHET-
AMINE LABORATORY OPERATORS.

(a) AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL SENTENCING
GUIDELINES.—Pursuant to its authority under
section 994(p) of title 28, United States Code, the
United States Sentencing Commission shall
amend the Federal sentencing guidelines in ac-
cordance with this section with respect to any
offense relating to the manufacture, importa-
tion, exportation, or trafficking in amphetamine
(including an attempt or conspiracy to do any
of the foregoing) in violation of—

(1) the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C.
801 et seq.);

(2) the Controlled Substances Import and Ex-
port Act (21 U.S.C. 951 et seq.); or

(3) the Mavritime Drug Law Enforcement Act
(46 U.S.C. App. 1901 et seq.).

(b) GENERAL REQUIREMENT.—In carrying out
this section, the United States Sentencing Com-
mission shall, with respect to each offense de-
scribed in subsection (a) relating to amphet-
amine—

(1) review and amend its guidelines to provide
for increased penalties such that those penalties
are comparable to the base offense level for
methamphetamine; and

(2) take any other action the Commission con-
siders mecessary to carry out this subsection.

(c) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying
out this section, the United States Sentencing
Commission shall ensure that the sentencing
guidelines for offenders convicted of offenses de-
scribed in subsection (a) reflect the heinous na-
ture of such offenses, the need for aggressive
law enforcement action to fight such offenses,
and the extreme dangers associated with unlaw-
ful activity involving amphetamines, includ-
ing—

(1) the rapidly growing incidence of amphet-
amine abuse and the threat to public safety that
such abuse poses;

(2) the high risk of amphetamine addiction;

(3) the increased risk of violence associated
with amphetamine trafficking and abuse; and

(4) the recent increase in the illegal importa-
tion of amphetamine and precursor chemicals.

(d) EMERGENCY AUTHORITY TO SENTENCING
COMMISSION.—The United States Sentencing
Commission shall promulgate amendments pur-
suant to this section as soon as practicable after
the date of the enactment of this Act in accord-
ance with the procedure set forth in section
21(a) of the Sentencing Act of 1987 (Public Law
100-182), as though the authority under that
Act had not expired.
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SEC. 3. ADVERTISEMENTS FOR DRUG PARA-
PHERNALIA AND SCHEDULE I CON-
TROLLED SUBSTANCES.

(a) DRUG PARAPHERNALIA.—Section 422 of the
Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 863) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting ‘‘, directly
or indirectly advertise for sale,”” after ‘‘sell’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(g) In this section, the term ‘directly or indi-
rectly advertise for sale’ includes the use of any
communication facility (as that term is defined
in section 403(b)) to initiate the posting, publi-
cizing, transmitting, publishing, linking to,
broadcasting, or other advertising of any matter
(including a telephone number or electronic or
mail address) knowing that such matter has the
purpose of seeking or offering, or is designed to
be used, to receive, buy, distribute, or otherwise
facilitate a transaction in.”’.

(b) SCHEDULE I CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES.—
Section 403(c) of such Act (21 U.S.C. 843(c)) is
amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting before
the period the following: ‘‘, or to directly or in-
directly advertise for sale (as that term is de-
fined in section 422(g)) any Schedule I con-
trolled substance’’; and

(2) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘term
‘advertisement’”’ and inserting ‘‘term ‘written
advertisement’ .

SEC. 4. MANDATORY RESTITUTION FOR VIOLA-
TIONS OF CONTROLLED SUB-
STANCES ACT AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES IMPORT AND EXPORT
ACT RELATING TO AMPHETAMINE
AND METHAMPHETAMINE.

(a) MANDATORY RESTITUTION.—Section 413(q)
of the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C.
853(q)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by
striking ‘“‘may’’ and inserting ‘‘shall’’;

(2) by inserting ‘‘amphetamine or’’ before
“methamphetamine’’ each place it appears; and

(3) in paragraph (2)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘, the State or local govern-
ment concerned, or both the United States and
the State or local government concerned’’ after
“United States’’ the first place it appears; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or the State or local govern-
ment concerned, as the case may be,” after
“United States’’ the second place it appears.

(b) DEPOSIT OF AMOUNTS IN DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE ASSETS FORFEITURE FUND.—Section
524(c)(4) of title 28, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking “‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (C) and inserting ‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) all amounts collected—

““(i) by the United States pursuant to a reim-
bursement order under paragraph (2) of section
413(q) of the Controlled Substances Act (21
U.S.C. 853(q)); and

““(ii) pursuant to a restitution order under
paragraph (1) or (3) of section 413(q) of the Con-
trolled Substances Act for injuries to the United
States.”.

SEC. 5. CRIMINAL PROHIBITION ON DISTRIBU-
TION OF CERTAIN INFORMATION RE-
LATING TO THE MANUFACTURE OF
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part I of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after chap-
ter 21 the following new chapter:

“CHAPTER 22—CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES

“Sec.

“421. Distribution of information relating to
manufacture of controlled sub-
stances.

“§421. Distribution of information relating to

manufacture of controlled substances

““(a) PROHIBITION ON DISTRIBUTION OF INFOR-
MATION RELATING TO MANUFACTURE OF CON-
TROLLED SUBSTANCES.—
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‘(1) CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE DEFINED.—In
this subsection, the term ‘controlled substance’
has the meaning given that term in section
102(6) of the Controlled Substances Act (21
U.S.C. 802(6)).

““(2) PROHIBITION.—It shall be unlawful for
any person—

““(A) to teach or demonstrate the manufacture
of a controlled substance, or to distribute by any
means information pertaining to, in whole or in
part, the manufacture or use of a controlled
substance, with the intent that the teaching,
demonstration, or information be used for, or in
furtherance of, an activity that constitutes a
Federal crime; or

“(B) to teach or demonstrate to any person
the manufacture of a controlled substance, or to
distribute to any person, by any means, infor-
mation pertaining to, in whole or in part, the
manufacture or use of a controlled substance,
knowing that such person intends to use the
teaching, demonstration, or information for, or
in furtherance of, an activity that constitutes a
Federal crime.

“(b) PENALTY.—Any person who violates sub-
section (a) shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 10 years, or both.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
chapters at the beginning of part I of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after the item relating to chapter 21 the fol-
lowing new item:

“22. Controlled Substances
SEC. 6. NOTICE; CLARIFICATION.

(a) NOTICE OF ISSUANCE.—Section 3103a of
title 18, United States Code, is amended by add-
ing at the end the following mew sentence:
“With respect to any issuance under this section
or any other provision of law (including section
3117 and any rule), any notice required, or that
may be required, to be given may be delayed
pursuant to the standards, terms, and condi-
tions set forth in section 2705, unless otherwise
expressly provided by statute.”.

(b) CLARIFICATION.—(1) Section 2(e) of Public
Law 95-78 (91 Stat. 320) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“Subdivision (d) of such rule, as in effect on
this date, is amended by inserting ‘tangible’ be-
fore ‘property’ each place it occurs.”’.

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1)
shall take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 7. TRAINING FOR DRUG ENFORCEMENT AD-
MINISTRATION AND STATE AND
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT PER-
SONNEL RELATING TO CLANDES-
TINE LABORATORIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Administrator of the
Drug Enforcement Administration shall carry
out the programs described in subsection (b)
with respect to the law enforcement personnel of
States and localities determined by the Adminis-
trator to have significant levels of methamphet-
amine-related or amphetamine-related crime or
projected by the Administrator to have the po-
tential for such levels of crime in the future.

(2) DURATION.—The duration of any program
under that subsection may not exceed 3 years.

(b) COVERED PROGRAMS.—The programs de-
scribed in this subsection are as follows:

(1) ADVANCED MOBILE CLANDESTINE LABORA-
TORY TRAINING TEAMS.—A program of advanced
mobile clandestine laboratory training teams,
which shall provide information and training to
State and local law enforcement personnel in
techniques utilized in conducting undercover in-
vestigations and conspiracy cases, and other in-
formation designed to assist in the investigation
of the illegal manufacturing and trafficking of
amphetamine and methamphetamine.

(2) BASIC CLANDESTINE LABORATORY CERTIFI-
CATION TRAINING.—A program of basic clandes-
tine laboratory certification training, which
shall provide information and training—

(A) to Drug Enforcement Administration per-
sonnel and State and local law enforcement per-
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sonnel for purposes of enabling such personnel
to meet any certification requirements under
law with respect to the handling of wastes cre-
ated by illegal amphetamine and methamphet-
amine laboratories; and

(B) to State and local law enforcement per-
sonnel for purposes of enabling such personnel
to provide the information and training covered
by subparagraph (A) to other State and local
law enforcement personnel.

(3) CLANDESTINE LABORATORY RECERTIFI-
CATION AND AWARENESS TRAINING.—A program
of clandestine laboratory recertification and
awareness training, which shall provide infor-
mation and training to State and local law en-
forcement personnel for purposes of enabling
such personnel to provide recertification and
awareness training relating to clandestine lab-
oratories to additional State and local law en-
forcement personnel.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authoriced to be appropriated for
each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002 amounts
as follows:

(1) $1,500,000 to carry out the program de-
scribed in subsection (b)(1).

(2) $3,000,000 to carry out the program de-
scribed in subsection (b)(2).

(3) $1,000,000 to carry out the program de-
scribed in subsection (b)(3).

SEC. 8. COMBATTING METHAMPHETAMINE AND
AMPHETAMINE IN HIGH INTENSITY
DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of National
Drug Control Policy shall use amounts available
under this section to combat the trafficking of
methamphetamine and amphetamine in areas
designated by the Director as high intensity
drug trafficking areas.

(2) ACTIVITIES.—In meeting the requirement in
paragraph (1), the Director shall provide funds
for—

(A) employing additional Federal law enforce-
ment personnel, or facilitating the employment
of additional State and local law enforcement
personnel, including agents, investigators, pros-
ecutors, laboratory technicians, chemists, inves-
tigative assistants, and drug-prevention special-
ists; and

(B) such other activities as the Director con-
siders appropriate.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section—

(1) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; and

(2) such sums as may be necessary for each of
fiscal years 2001 through 2004.

(c) APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS.—

(1) FACTORS IN APPORTIONMENT.—The Direc-
tor shall apportion amounts appropriated for a
fiscal year pursuant to the authorization of ap-
propriations in subsection (b) for activities
under subsection (a) among and within areas
designated by the Director as high intensity
drug trafficking areas based on the following
factors:

(A) The number of methamphetamine manu-
facturing facilities and amphetamine manufac-
turing facilities discovered by Federal, State, or
local law enforcement officials in the previous
fiscal year.

(B) The number of methamphetamine prosecu-
tions and amphetamine prosecutions in Federal,
State, or local courts in the previous fiscal year.

(C) The number of methamphetamine arrests
and amphetamine arrests by Federal, State, or
local law enforcement officials in the previous
fiscal year.

(D) The amounts of methamphetamine, am-
phetamine, or listed chemicals (as that term is
defined in section 102(33) of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 802(33)) seized by Federal,
State, or local law enforcement officials in the
previous fiscal year.

(E) Intelligence and predictive data from the
Drug Enforcement Administration and the De-
partment of Health and Human Services show-
ing patterns and trends in abuse, trafficking,
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and transportation in methamphetamine, am-

phetamine, and listed chemicals (as that term is

so defined).

(2) CERTIFICATION.—Before the Director ap-
portions any funds under this subsection to a
high intensity drug trafficking area, the Direc-
tor shall certify that the law enforcement enti-
ties responsible for clandestine methamphet-
amine and amphetamine laboratory seizures in
that area are providing laboratory seizure data
to the national clandestine laboratory database
at the El Paso Intelligence Center.

(d) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—
Not more than 5 percent of the amount appro-
priated in a fiscal year pursuant to the author-
ization of appropriations for that fiscal year in
subsection (b) may be available in that fiscal
year for administrative costs associated with ac-
tivities under subsection (a).

SEC. 9. COMBATING AMPHETAMINE AND METH-
AMPHETAMINE MANUFACTURING
AND TRAFFICKING.

(a) ACTIVITIES.—In order to combat the illegal
manufacturing and trafficking in amphetamine
and methamphetamine, the Administrator of the
Drug Enforcement Administration may—

(1) assist State and local law enforcement in
small and mid-sized communities in all phases of
investigations related to such manufacturing
and trafficking, including assistance with for-
eign-language interpretation;

(2) staff additional regional enforcement and
mobile enforcement teams related to such manu-
facturing and trafficking;

(3) establish additional resident offices and
posts of duty to assist State and local law en-
forcement in rural areas in combating such
manufacturing and trafficking;

(4) provide the Special Operations Division of
the Administration with additional agents and
staff to collect, evaluate, interpret, and dissemi-
nate critical intelligence targeting the command
and control operations of major amphetamine
and methamphetamine manufacturing and traf-
ficking organizations; and

(5) carry out such other activities as the Ad-
ministrator considers appropriate.

(b) ADDITIONAL POSITIONS AND PERSONNEL.—
In carrying out activities under subsection (a),
the Administrator may establish in the Adminis-
tration not more than 50 full-time positions, in-
cluding mot more than 31 special-agent posi-
tions, and may appoint personnel to such posi-
tions.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authoriced to be appropriated for the
Drug Enforcement Administration for each fis-
cal year after fiscal year 1999, $6,500,000 for pur-
poses of carrying out the activities authorized
by subsection (a) and employing personnel in
positions established under subsection (b).

SEC. 10. ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS ASSOCIATED
WITH ILLEGAL MANUFACTURE OF
AMPHETAMINE AND METHAMPHET-
AMINE.

(a) USE OF AMOUNTS OR DEPARTMENT OF JUS-
TICE  ASSETS  FORFEITURE  FUND.—Section
524(c)(1)(E) of title 28, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by inserting
ments’’;

(2) by inserting ‘“‘and’ after the semicolon;
and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

““(ii) for payment for—

‘(1) costs incurred by or on behalf of the De-
partment of Justice in connection with the re-
moval, for purposes of Federal forfeiture and
disposition, of any hazardous substance or pol-
lutant or contaminant associated with the ille-
gal manufacture of amphetamine or meth-
amphetamine; and

““(11) costs incurred by or on behalf of a State
or local government in connection with such re-
moval in any case in which such State or local
government has assisted in a Federal prosecu-
tion relating to amphetamine or methamphet-
amine, to the extent such costs exceed equitable

“(i) for” before ‘‘disburse-
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sharing payments made to such State or local
government in such case;’’.

(b) GRANTS UNDER DRUG CONTROL AND SYS-
TEM IMPROVEMENT GRANT PROGRAM.—Section
501(b)(3) of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968 is amended by inserting be-
fore the semicolon the following: “‘and to remove
any hazardous substance or pollutant or con-
taminant associated with the illegal manufac-
ture of amphetamine or methamphetamine’’.

(¢) AMOUNTS SUPPLEMENT AND NOT SUP-
PLANT.—

(1) ASSETS FORFEITURE FUND.—Any amounts
made available from the Department of Justice
Assets Forfeiture Fund in a fiscal year by rea-
son of the amendment made by subsection (a)
shall supplement, and not supplant, any other
amounts made available to the Department of
Justice in such fiscal year from other sources for
payment of costs described in  section
524(c)(1)(E)(ii) of title 28, United States Code, as
so amended.

(2) GRANT PROGRAM.—Any amounts made
available in a fiscal year under the grant pro-
gram under section 501(b)(3) of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 for
the removal of hazardous substances or pollut-
ants or contaminants associated with the illegal
manufacture of amphetamine or methamphet-
amine by reason of the amendment made by sub-
section (b) shall supplement, and not supplant,
any other amounts made available in such fiscal
year from other sources for such removal.

SEC. 11. ANTIDRUG MESSAGES ON FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT INTERNET WEBSITES.

Not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the head of each depart-
ment, agency, and establishment of the Federal
Government shall, in consultation with the Di-
rector of the Office of National Drug Control
Policy, place antidrug messages on appropriate
Internet websites controlled by such department,
agency, or establishment which messages shall,
where appropriate, contain an electronic
hyperlink to the Internet website, if any, of the
Office.

SEC. 12. MAIL ORDER REQUIREMENTS.

Section 310(b)(3) of the Controlled Substances
Act (21 U.S.C. 830(b)(3)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and
(B) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respectively;

(2) by inserting before subparagraph (B), as so
redesignated, the following new subparagraph
(A):

“(A) As used in this paragraph:

“(i) The term ‘drug product’ means an active
ingredient in dosage form that has been ap-
proved or otherwise may be lawfully marketed
under the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act for dis-
tribution in the United States.

“(ii) The term ‘valid prescription’ means a
prescription which is issued for a legitimate
medical purpose by an individual practitioner li-
censed by law to administer and prescribe the
drugs concerned and acting in the usual course
of the practitioner’s professional practice.”’;

(3) in subparagraph (B), as so redesignated,
by inserting ‘‘or who engages in an export
transaction’ after ‘“‘nonregulated person’’; and

(4) adding at the end the following:

‘(D) Ezxcept as provided in subparagraph (E),
the following distributions to a mnonregulated
person, and the following export transactions,
shall not be subject to the reporting requirement
in subparagraph (B):

‘(i) Distributions of sample packages of drug
products when such packages contain not more
than 2 solid dosage units or the equivalent of 2
dosage units in liquid form, not to exceed 10 mil-
liliters of liquid per package, and not more than
one package is distributed to an individual or
residential address in any 30-day period.

““(it) Distributions of drug products by retail
distributors that may mot include face-to-face
transactions to the extent that such distribu-
tions are consistent with the activities author-
ized for a retail distributor as specified in sec-
tion 102(46).
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“‘(iii) Distributions of drug products to a resi-
dent of a long term care facility (as that term is
defined in regulations prescribed by the Attor-
ney General) or distributions of drug products to
a long term care facility for dispensing to or for
use by a resident of that facility.

‘“‘(iv) Distributions of drug products pursuant
to a valid prescription.

‘“(v) Exports which have been reported to the
Attorney General pursuant to section 1004 or
1018 or which are subject to a waiver granted
under section 1018(e)(2).

“(vi) Any quantity, method, or type of dis-
tribution or any quantity, method, or type of
distribution of a specific listed chemical (includ-
ing specific formulations or drug products) or of
a group of listed chemicals (including specific
formulations or drug products) which the Attor-
ney General has excluded by regulation from
such reporting requirement on the basis that
such reporting is not necessary for the enforce-
ment of this title or title III.

‘“(E) The Attorney General may revoke any or
all of the exemptions listed in subparagraph (D)
for an individual regulated person if he finds
that drug products distributed by the regulated
person are being used in violation of this title or
title I11. The regulated person shall be notified
of the revocation, which will be effective upon
receipt by the person of such notice, as provided
in section 1018(c)(1), and shall have the right to
an expedited hearing as provided in section
1018(c)(2).”.

SEC. 13. THEFT AND TRANSPORTATION OF ANHY-
DROUS AMMONIA FOR PURPOSES OF
ILLICIT PRODUCTION OF CON-
TROLLED SUBSTANCES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part D of the Controlled
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 841 et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

“ANHYDROUS AMMONIA

“SEC. 423 (a) It is unlawful for any person—

““(1) to steal anhydrous ammonia, or

“(2) to transport stolen anhydrous ammonia
across State lines,
knowing, intending, or having reasonable cause
to believe that such anhydrous ammonia will be
used to manufacture a controlled substance in
violation of this part.

“(b) Any person who violates subsection (a)
shall be imprisoned or fined, or both, in accord-
ance with section 403(d) as if such violation
were a violation of a provision of section 403.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of con-
tents for that Act is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 421 the following
new items:

“Sec. 422. Drug paraphernalia.
“Sec. 423. Anhydrous ammonia.’’.

(c) ASSISTANCE FOR CERTAIN RESEARCH.—

(1) AGREEMENT.—The Administrator of the
Drug Enforcement Administration shall seek to
enter into an agreement with Iowa State Uni-
versity in order to permit the University to con-
tinue and expand its current research into the
development of inert agents that, when added to
anhydrous ammonia, eliminate the usefulness of
anhydrous ammonia as an ingredient in the
production of methamphetamine.

(2) REIMBURSABLE PROVISION OF FUNDS.—The
agreement under paragraph (1) may provide for
the provision to Iowa State University, on a re-
imbursable basis, of $500,000 for purposes the ac-
tivities specified in that paragraph.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is hereby authorized to be appropriated
for the Drug Enforcement Administration for
fiscal year 2000, $500,000 for purposes of car-
rying out the agreement under this subsection.
SEC. 14. REPORT ON METHAMPHETAMINE CON-

SUMPTION IN RURAL AREAS, SUBUR-
BAN AREAS, SMALL CITIES, MIDSIZE
CITIES, AND LARGE CITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and
Human Services shall submit to the designated
committees of Congress on an annual basis a re-
port on the problems caused by methamphet-
amine consumption in rural areas, suburban
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areas, small cities, midsize cities, and large cit-
ies.

(b) CONCERNS ADDRESSED.—Each report sub-
mitted under this section shall include an anal-
Ysis 0f—

(1) the manner in which methamphetamine
consumption in rural areas differs from meth-
amphetamine consumption in areas with larger
populations, and the means by which to accu-
rately measure those differences;

(2) the incidence of methamphetamine abuse
in rural areas and the treatment resources
available to deal with methamphetamine addic-
tion in those areas;

(3) any relationship between methamphet-
amine consumption in rural areas and a lack of
substance abuse treatment in those areas; and

(4) any relationship between geographic dif-
ferences in the availability of substance abuse
treatment and the geographic distribution of the
methamphetamine abuse problem in the United
States.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) The term ‘‘designated committees of Con-
gress’’ means the following:

(A) The Committees on the Judiciary and Ap-
propriations of the Senate.

(B) The Committees on the Judiciary and Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives.

(2) The term “‘large city’’ means any city that
is not a small city or a midsize city.

(3) The term ‘‘midsize city’ means a city with
a population under 250,000 and over 20,000.

(4) The term ‘“‘rural area’ means a county or
parish with a population under 50,000.

(5) The term ‘‘small city’ means a city with a
population under 20,000.

SEC. 15. EXPANSION OF METHAMPHETAMINE
ABUSE PREVENTION EFFORTS.

(a) EXPANSION OF EFFORTS.—Section 515 of
the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 290bb-
21) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“(e)(1) The Administrator may make grants to
and enter into contracts and cooperative agree-
ments with public and nonprofit private entities
to enable such entities—

““(A) to carry out school-based programs con-
cerning the dangers of abuse of and addiction to
methamphetamine and other illicit drugs, using
methods that are effective and science-based, in-
cluding initiatives that give students the respon-
sibility to create their own anti-drug abuse edu-
cation programs for their schools; and

‘““(B) to carry out community-based abuse and
addiction prevention programs relating to meth-
amphetamine and other illicit drugs that are ef-
fective and science-based.

“(2) Amounts made available under a grant,
contract or cooperative agreement under para-
graph (1) shall be used for planning, estab-
lishing, or administering prevention programs
relating to methamphetamine and other illicit
drugs in accordance with paragraph (3).

“(3)(A) Amounts provided under this sub-
section may be used—

‘(i) to carry out school-based programs that
are focused on those districts with high or in-
creasing rates of methamphetamine abuse and
addiction and targeted at populations which are
most at risk to start abuse of methamphetamine
and other illicit drugs;

““(ii) to carry out community-based prevention
programs that are focused on those populations
within the community that are most at-risk for
abuse of and addiction to methamphetamine
and other illicit drugs;

““(iii) to assist local govermment entities to
conduct appropriate prevention activities relat-
ing to methamphetamine and other illicit drugs;

“(iv) to train and educate State and local law
enforcement officials, prevention and education
officials, members of community anti-drug coali-
tions and parents on the signs of abuse of and
addiction to methamphetamine and other illicit
drugs, and the options for treatment and pre-
vention;

“(v) for planning, administration, and edu-
cational activities related to the prevention of
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abuse of and addiction to methamphetamine
and other illicit drugs;

“(vi) for the monitoring and evaluation of
prevention activities relating to methamphet-
amine and other illicit drugs, and reporting and
disseminating resulting information to the pub-
lic; and

“(vii) for targeted pilot programs with evalua-
tion components to encourage innovation and
experimentation with new methodologies.

““(B) The Administrator shall give priority in
making grants under this subsection to rural
and urban areas that are experiencing a high
rate or rapid increases in methamphetamine
abuse and addiction.

“(4)(A) Not less than $500,000 of the amount
available in each fiscal year to carry out this
subsection shall be made available to the Ad-
ministrator, acting in consultation with other
Federal agencies, to support and conduct peri-
odic analyses and evaluations of effective pre-
vention programs for abuse of and addiction to
methamphetamine and other illicit drugs and
the development of appropriate strategies for
disseminating information about and imple-
menting these programs.

“(B) The Administrator shall submit to the
committees of Congress referred to in subpara-
graph (C) an annual report with the results of
the analyses and evaluation under subpara-
graph (A).

“(C) The committees of Congress referred to in
this subparagraph are the following:

‘(i) The Committees on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions, the Judiciary, and Appro-
priations of the Senate.

““(ii) The Committees on Commerce, the Judici-
ary, and Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.”’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
EXPANSION OF ABUSE PREVENTION EFFORTS AND
PRACTITIONER REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to carry
out section 515(e) of the Public Health Service
Act (as added by subsection (a)) and section
303(g)(2) of the Controlled Substances Act (as
added by section 18(a) of this Act), $15,000,000
for fiscal year 2000, and such sums as may be
necessary for each succeeding fiscal year.

SEC. 16. EXPANSION OF METHAMPHETAMINE RE-
SEARCH.

Section 464N of the Public Health Service Act
(42 U.S.C. 2850-2) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(c) METHAMPHETAMINE RESEARCH.—

“(1) GRANTS OR COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—
The Director of the Institute may make grants
or enter into cooperative agreements to exrpand
the current and on-going interdisciplinary re-
search and clinical trials with treatment centers
of the National Drug Abuse Treatment Clinical
Trials Network relating to methamphetamine
abuse and addiction and other biomedical, be-
havioral, and social issues related to meth-
amphetamine abuse and addiction.

““(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts made available
under a grant or cooperative agreement under
paragraph (1) for methamphetamine abuse and
addiction may be used for research and clinical
trials relating to—

““(A) the effects of methamphetamine abuse on
the human body, including the brain;

““(B) the addictive nature of methamphet-
amine and how such effects differ with respect
to different individuals;

“(C) the connection between methamphet-
amine abuse and mental health;

“(D) the identification and evaluation of the
most effective methods of prevention of meth-
amphetamine abuse and addiction;

“(E) the identification and development of the
most effective methods of treatment of meth-
amphetamine addiction, including pharma-
cological treatments;

“(F) risk factors for methamphetamine abuse;

‘“(G) effects of methamphetamine abuse and
addiction on pregnant women and their fetuses;

“(H) cultural, social, behavioral, neurological
and psychological reasons that individuals
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abuse methamphetamine, or refrain from abus-
ing methamphetamine.

““(3) RESEARCH RESULTS.—The Director shall
promptly disseminate research results under this
subsection to Federal, State and local entities
involved in combating methamphetamine abuse
and addiction.

‘“(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

‘““(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authoriced to be appropriated to carry
out paragraph (1), such sums as may be nec-
essary for each fiscal year.

‘“(B) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Amounts
appropriated pursuant to the authorization of
appropriations in subparagraph (A) for a fiscal
year shall supplement and not supplant any
other amounts appropriated in such fiscal year
for research on methamphetamine abuse and
addiction.”’.

SEC. 17. STUDY OF METHAMPHETAMINE TREAT-
MENT.

(a) STUDY.—

(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall, in consultation with
the Institute of Medicine of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, conduct a study on the devel-
opment of medications for the treatment of ad-
diction to amphetamine and methamphetamine.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than nine months after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Committees on the Ju-
diciary of the Senate and House of Representa-
tives a report on the results of the study con-
ducted under paragraph (1).

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are hereby authorized to be appropriated
for the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices for fiscal year 2000 such sums as may be
necessary to meet the requirements of subsection
().

SEC. 18. REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS FOR
PRACTITIONERS WHO DISPENSE
CERTAIN NARCOTIC DRUGS FOR
MAINTENANCE TREATMENT OR DE-
TOXIFICATION TREATMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303(g) of the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 823(g)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ““(A) secu-
rity’’ and inserting ‘(i) security’’, and by strik-
ing ‘““(B) the maintenance’ and inserting ‘‘(ii)
the maintenance’’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(3) as subparagraphs (A) through (C), respec-
tively;

(3) by inserting ‘(1) after ““(9)”’;

(4) by striking ‘“‘Practitioners who dispense’’
and inserting “‘Except as provided in paragraph
(2), practitioners who dispense’’; and

(5) by adding at the end the following:

“(2)(A) Subject to subparagraphs (D) and (G),
the requirements of paragraph (1) are waived in
the case of the prescribing or dispensing, by a
practitioner, of narcotic drugs in schedule IV or
V or combinations of such drugs if the practi-
tioner meets the conditions specified in subpara-
graph (B) and the narcotic drugs or combina-
tions of such drugs meet the conditions specified
in subparagraph (C).

‘““(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
conditions specified in this subparagraph with
respect to a practitioner are that, before pre-
scribing of dispensing narcotic drugs in schedule
IV or V, or combinations of such drugs, to pa-
tients for maintenance or detoxification treat-
ment, the practitioner submit to the Secretary a
notification of the intent of the practitioner to
begin dispensing the drugs or combinations for
such purpose, and that the notification contain
the following certifications by the practitioner:

‘(i) The practitioner is a physician licensed
under State law, and the practitioner has de-
monstrable training or experience and the abil-
ity to treat and manage opiate-dependent pa-
tients.
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‘“‘(ii) With respect to patients to whom the
practitioner will provide such drugs or combina-
tions of drugs, the practitioner has the dem-
onstrated capacity to refer the patients for ap-
propriate counseling and other appropriate an-
cillary services.

“(iii) In any case in which the practitioner is
not in a group practice, the total number of
such patients of the practitioner at any one time
will not exceed the applicable number. For pur-
poses of this clause, the applicable number is 20,
except that the Secretary may by regulation
change such total number.

“(iv) In any case in which the practitioner is
in a group practice, the total number of such
patients of the group practice at any one time
will not exceed the applicable number. For pur-
poses of this clause, the applicable number is 20,
ercept that the Secretary may by regulation
change such total number, and the Secretary for
such purposes may by regulation establish dif-
ferent categories on the basis of the number of
practitioners in a group practice and establish
for the various categories different numerical
limitations on the number of such patients that
the group practice may have.

‘““(C) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
conditions specified in this subparagraph with
respect to narcotic drugs in schedule IV or V or
combinations of such drugs are as follows:

‘(i) The drugs or combinations of drugs have,
under the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act
or section 351 of the Public Health Service Act,
been approved for use in maintenance or detoxi-
fication treatment.

““(ii) The drugs or combinations of drugs have
not been the subject of an adverse determina-
tion. For purposes of this clause, an adverse de-
termination is a determination published in the
Federal Register and made by the Secretary,
after consultation with the Attorney General,
that the use of the drugs or combinations of
drugs for maintenance or detoxification treat-
ment requires additional standards respecting
the qualifications of practitioners to provide
such treatment, or requires standards respecting
the quantities of the drugs that may be provided
for unsupervised use.

‘““D)(i) A waiver under subparagraph (A)
with respect to a practitioner is not in effect un-
less (in addition to conditions under subpara-
graphs (B) and (C)) the following conditions are
met:

‘(1) The notification under subparagraph (B)
is in writing and states the name of the practi-
tioner.

‘“(11) The notification identifies the registra-
tion issued for the practitioner pursuant to sub-
section (f).

‘“(III) If the practitioner is a member of a
group practice, the notification states the names
of the other practitioners in the practice and
identifies the registrations issued for the other
practitioners pursuant to subsection (f).

“(1V) A period of 45 days has elapsed after
the date on which the notification was sub-
mitted, and during such period the practitioner
does not receive from the Secretary a written no-
tice that one or more of the conditions specified
in subparagraph (B), subparagraph (C), or this
subparagraph, have not been met.

“(it) The Secretary shall provide to the Attor-
ney General such information contained in noti-
fications under subparagraph (B) as the Attor-
ney General may request.

‘““(E) If in wviolation of subparagraph (4) a
practitioner dispenses narcotic drugs in sched-
ule IV or V or combinations of such drugs for
maintenance treatment or detoxification treat-
ment, the Attorney General may, for purposes of
section 304(a)(4), consider the practitioner to
have committed an act that renders the registra-
tion of the practitioner pursuant to subsection
(f) to be inconsistent with the public interest.

“(F) In this paragraph, the term ‘group prac-
tice’ has the meaning given such term in section
1877(h)(4) of the Social Security Act.

‘“(G)(i) This paragraph takes effect on the
date of enactment of the Methamphetamine
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Anti-Proliferation Act of 1999, and remains in
effect thereafter except as provided in clause
(iii) (relating to a decision by the Secretary or
the Attorney General that this paragraph
should not remain in effect).

““(it) For the purposes relating to clause (iii),
the Secretary and the Attorney General shall,
during the 3-year period beginning on the date
of enactment of the Methamphetamine Anti-
Proliferation Act of 1999, make determinations
in accordance with the following:

“(I)(aa) The Secretary shall—

“(aaa) make a determination of whether
treatments provided under waivers under sub-
paragraph (A) have been effective forms of
maintenance treatment and detoxification treat-
ment in clinical settings;

“(bbb) make a determination regarding
whether such waivers have significantly in-
creased (relative to the beginning of such pe-
riod) the availability of maintenance treatment
and detoxification treatment; and

“‘(ccc) make a determination regarding wheth-
er such waivers have adverse consequences for
the public health.

“(bb) In making determinations under this
subclause, the Secretary—

“(aa) may collect data from the practitioners
for whom waivers under subparagraph (A) are
in effect;

“(bb) shall issue appropriate guidelines or reg-
ulations (in accordance with procedures for sub-
stantive rules under section 553 of title 5, United
States Code) specifying the scope of the data
that will be required to be provided under this
subclause and the means through which the
data will be collected;

“(cc) shall, with respect to collecting such
data, comply with applicable provisions of chap-
ter 6 of title 5, United States Code (relating to a
regulatory flexibility analysis), and of chapter 8
of such title (relating to congressional review of
agency rulemaking); and

‘“(dd) shall make a determination regarding
whether such waivers have adverse con-
sequences for the public health.

“(I11) The Attorney General shall—

“(aa) make a determination of the extent to
which there have been violations of the numer-
ical limitations established under subparagraph
(B) for the mumber of individuals to whom a
practitioner may provide treatment; and

“(bb) make a determination regarding wheth-
er waivers under subparagraph (A) have in-
creased (relative to the beginning of such pe-
riod) the extent to which narcotic drugs in
schedule IV or V or combinations of such drugs
are being dispensed or possessed in violation of
this Act.

“(iii) If, before the expiration of the period
specified in clause (ii), the Secretary or the At-
torney General publishes in the Federal Register
a decision, made on the basis of determinations
under such clause, that this paragraph should
not remain in effect, this paragraph ceases to be
in effect 60 days after the date on which the de-
cision is so published. The Secretary shall, in
making any such decision, consult with the At-
torney General, and shall, in publishing the de-
cision in the Federal Register, include any com-
ments received from the Attorney General for in-
clusion in the publication. The Attorney Gen-
eral shall, in making any such decision, consult
with the Secretary, and shall, in publishing the
decision in the Federal Register, include any
comments received from the Secretary for inclu-
sion in the publication.

“(H) During the 3-year period beginning on
the date of enactment of the Methamphetamine
Anti-Proliferation Act 1999, a State may not pre-
clude a practitioner from dispensing narcotic
drugs in schedule IV or V, or combinations of
such drugs, to patients for maintenance or de-
toxification treatment in accordance with this
paragraph, or the other amendments made by
section 22 of that Act, unless, before the expira-
tion of that 3-year period, the State enacts a
law prohibiting a practitioner from dispensing
such drugs or combination of drugs.”’.
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 304 of
the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 824) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter following
paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘section 303(g)’’ each
place the term appears and inserting ‘‘section
303(g9)(1)”’; and

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘section
303(g)”’ and inserting ‘‘section 303(g)(1)”’.

SEC. 19. ENHANCED PUNISHMENT OF METH-
AMPHETAMINE LABORATORY OPERA-
TORS.

(a) FEDERAL SENTENCING GUIDELINES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its authority
under section 994(p) of title 28, United States
Code, the United States Sentencing Commission
shall amend the Federal sentencing guidelines
in accordance with paragraph (2) with respect
to any offense relating to the manufacture, at-
tempt to manufacture, or conspiracy to manu-
facture amphetamine or methamphetamine in
violation of—

(A) the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C.
801 et seq.);

(B) the Controlled Substances Import and Ex-
port Act (21 U.S.C. 951 et seq.); or

(C) the Maritime Drug Law Enforcement Act
(46 U.S.C. App. 1901 et seq.).

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this
paragraph, the United States Sentencing Com-
mission shall—

(A) if the offense created a substantial risk of
harm to human life (other than a life described
in subparagraph (B)) or the environment, in-
crease the base offense level for the offense—

(i) by not less than 3 offense levels above the
applicable level in effect on the date of enact-
ment of this Act; or

(ii) if the resulting base offense level after an
increase under clause (i) would be less than
level 27, to not less than level 27; or

(B) if the offense created a substantial risk of
harm to the life of a minor or incompetent, in-
crease the base offense level for the offense—

(i) by not less than 6 offense levels above the
applicable level in effect on the date of enact-
ment of this Act; or

(ii) if the resulting base offense level after an
increase under clause (i) would be less than
level 30, to not less than level 30.

(3) EMERGENCY AUTHORITY TO SENTENCING
COMMISSION.—The United States Sentencing
Commission shall promulgate amendments pur-
suant to this subsection as soon as practicable
after the date of enactment of this Act in ac-
cordance with the procedure set forth in section
21(a) of the Sentencing Act of 1987 (Public Law
100-182), as though the authority under that
Act had not expired.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
pursuant to this section shall apply with respect
to any offense occurring on or after the date
that is 60 days after the date of enactment of
this Act.

SEC. 20. METHAMPHETAMINE PARAPHERNALIA.

Section 422(d) of the Controlled Substances
Act (21 U.S.C. 863(d)) is amended in the matter
preceding paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘meth-
amphetamine,’’ after “PCP,”’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2794

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, there is
a substitute amendment at the desk,
and I ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS], for
Mr. HATCH, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2794.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2794) was agreed
to.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to commend my fellow Senators
for unanimously supporting the pas-
sage of S. 486, the Methamphetamine
Anti-Proliferation Act of 1999. This
bill, introduced by Senator ASHCROFT
and amended in committee to include
provisions from bills that I and Sen-
ator GRASSLEY had introduced, passed
by acclamation in the Judiciary Com-
mittee earlier this year and represents
a significant bipartisan effort to com-
bat the scourge of methamphetamine.
With this bill we are arming our com-
munities with responsible, innovative
enforcement tools designed to curb the
manufacturing and trafficking of this
most destructive drug.

I want to take a moment to highlight
some of the provisions in this bill that
will assist Federal, State, and local law
enforcement in their efforts against
drug traffickers:

(1) The bill bolsters the DEA’s ability
to combat the manufacturing and traf-
ficking of methamphetamine by au-
thorizing the creation of satellite of-
fices and the hiring of additional
agents to assist State and local law en-
forcement officials. More than any
other illicit drug, methamphetamine
manufacturers and traffickers operate
in small towns and rural areas. And,
unfortunately, rural law enforcement
agencies often are overwhelmed and in
dire need of the DEA’s expertise in con-
ducting methamphetamine investiga-
tions.

(2) The bill will assist State and local
officials in handling the dangerous
toxic waste left behind by meth-
amphetamine labs.

(3) Another section of the bill will
help prevent the manufacture of meth-
amphetamine by prohibiting the dis-
semination of drug ‘‘recipes” on the
Internet.

(4) The bill amends the Federal anti-
drug paraphernalia statute to clarify
that the ban includes Internet adver-
tising for the sale of controlled sub-
stances and drug paraphernalia.

(5) To counter the dangers that man-
ufacturing drugs like methamphet-
amine inflict on human life and on the
environment, the bill imposes stiffer
penalties on manufacturers of all ille-
gal drugs when their actions create a
substantial risk of harm to human life
or to the environment.

(6) The bill also works to keep all
drugs away from children and to pun-
ish severely those who prey on our
children, especially while at school
away from their parents. The bill does
this by increasing the penalties for dis-
tributing illegal drugs to minors and
for distributing illegal drugs near
schools and other locations frequented
by juveniles.

(7) Finally, the bill increases pen-
alties for manufacturing and traf-
ficking the drug amphetamine, a less-
er-known, but no-less dangerous drug
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than methamphetamine. Other than
for a slight difference in potency, am-
phetamine is manufactured, sold, and
used in the same manner as meth-
amphetamine. Moreover, amphetamine
labs pose the same dangers as meth-
amphetamine labs. Not surprisingly,
every law enforcement officer with
whom I have spoken agreed that the
penalties for amphetamine should be
the same as those for methamphet-
amine. For these reasons, the bill
equalizes the punishment for manufac-
turing and trafficking the two drugs.

In addition to these law enforcement
tools, the bill establishes and funds
prevention measures and a creative
new treatment program for helping
those trapped in drug addiction. Spe-
cifically, it contains provisions from S.
324, the ‘“‘Drug Addiction Treatment
Act,” which I and my good friend Sen-
ator LEVIN introduced earlier this ses-
sion. These provisions undoubtedly will
usher in a new generation of drug
treatments. Senators LEVIN, BIDEN,
and MOYNIHAN, as well as my colleague
in the House, Chairman BLILEY, and ex-
perts at the Departments of Justice
and Health and Human Services, de-
serve special thanks for their bipar-
tisan efforts in developing this new
treatment paradigm. While we Kknow
that vigorous law enforcement is the
key to defeating those who manufac-
ture and sell drugs, we must also em-
brace proven prevention and treatment
programs that hold out the promise of
turning Americans away from drug
use.

Mr. President, as I stated on the floor
just last week, the timeliness of this
bill cannot be overstated. According to
a report prepared by the Community
Epidemiology Work Group, which is
part of the National Institute on Drug
Abuse, methamphetamine abuse levels
“remain high . . . and there is strong
evidence to suggest this drug will con-
tinue to be a problem in west coast
areas and to spread to other areas of
the United States.”” This threat is real
and immediate, and the numbers are
telling. According to the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration the number of
labs cleaned up by the Administration
has almost doubled each year since
1995. Last year, more than 5,500 am-
phetamine and methamphetamine labs
were seized by DEA and State and local
law enforcement officials, and millions
of dollars were spent on cleaning up
the pollutants and toxins created and
left behind by operators of these labs.
In Utah alone, there were 266 lab sei-
zures last year, a number which ele-
vated Utah to the unenviable position
of being ranked third in the nation for
highest per capita clandestine lab sei-
zZures.

Mr. President, this bill furnishes the
means for our ongoing battle against
those who manufacture and sell illicit
drugs. Perhaps even more important,
this bill underscores our unwavering
commitment to win this battle. Let
there be no misunderstanding; we will
not throw up our hands and surrender
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our streets to those who sell misery
and destruction. For the sake of our
children and grandchildren, we will de-
feat this plague. I again thank my col-
leagues for joining with me in this ef-
fort.

Mr. LEAHY. The manufacture and
distribution of methamphetamines and
amphetamines is an increasingly seri-
ous problem, and this bill would pro-
vide significant additional resources
for both law enforcement and treat-
ment. It was unfortunate that the ma-
jority has played politics with this im-
portant issue and strained the strong
bipartisan support for this bill by in-
cluding its provisions in a larger, con-
troversial amendment to S. 625, the
Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1999, which
amendment was approved by a vote of
50-49 on November 10, 1999. I strongly
opposed that amendment, which sig-
nificantly increased the use of manda-
tory minimum penalties for powder co-
caine offenses and unwisely diminished
local control of schools.

That amendment to the bankruptcy
bill mandated a 10-year mandatory
minimum sentence for crimes involv-
ing 500 grams or more of powder co-
caine, instead of the current 5 Kkilo-
gram threshold. It also instituted a 5-
year mandatory minimum sentence for
crimes involving 50 grams or more of
powder cocaine, instead of the current
500-gram threshold. I oppose manda-
tory minimums both because they are
extraordinarily costly for taxpayers
and because they are counter-
productive to our law enforcement ef-
forts. The Justice Department esti-
mated that the amendment’s powder
cocaine provision would cost more than
$10 billion over the next 30 years sim-
ply to build 11,000 more prison beds.
Moreover, the use of mandatory mini-
mums for smaller and smaller quan-
tities of drugs gives federal prosecutors
further incentive to prosecute lower-
level drug offenders, further distorting
the balance between state and federal
law enforcement responsibilities. It
simply makes no sense—except perhaps
as a matter of politics—to federal our
Nation’s drug laws to such an extreme
extent.

In addition, that amendment pro-
vided the wrongheaded approach to the
necessary task of rectifying the dis-
parity between sentences for powder
and crack cocaine. Under current law,
the quantity threshold to trigger man-
datory minimum penalties for crack
offenders is 100 times more severe than
for powder cocaine offenders. Under
this amendment the quantity threshold
to trigger mandatory minimums for
crack offenders would still be 10 times
more severe, and the amendment would
do nothing to mitigate the unnecessary
federalization and extreme penalties
that the criminal justice system im-
poses for lower-level crack offenses.

Finally, that amendment contained
education provisions that would take
funding and control away from local
school authorities. First, it dictates
that local school boards adopt certain
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specific policies on illegal drug use by
students, including mandatory report-
ing of students to law enforcement and
mandatory expulsion for at least one
year of students who possess illegal
drugs on school property. Second, it
authorizes the use of public funds to
pay tuition for any private schools, in-
cluding parochial schools, for students
who were injured by violent criminal
offenses on public school grounds. This
provision raises serious constitutional
and policy questions, and should not
have been slipped into an end-of-ses-
sion amendment to a bankruptcy bill.

Because of the extreme reservations
that I and many of my colleagues from
both sides of the aisle expressed about
that amendment to the bankruptcy
bill, I pressed for the original meth-
amphetamine bill to be considered as a
separate matter. I am pleased that we
have an opportunity to consider and
pass this legislation without the poison
pills that the Republican leadership in-
serted.

I continue to have some reservations
about this bill. For example, I dis-
approve of its order to the Sentencing
Commission to increase penalties for
certain amphetamine and meth-
amphetamine crimes by a specific
number of base offense levels. I oppose
such specific directives for some of the
same reasons that I oppose mandatory
minimums—they subvert the consid-
ered sentencing process that Congress
wanted when it established the Sen-
tencing Commission.

But the good in this bill outweighs
the bad. In addition to creating tough-
er penalties for those who manufacture
and distribute amphetamines as illicit
drugs, this bill allocates additional
funding to assist local law enforce-
ment, allows for the hiring of new DEA
agents, and increases research, train-
ing and prevention efforts. This is a
good and comprehensive approach to
America’s growing amphetamine prob-
lem.

We significantly improved this bill
during committee considerations. As
the comprehensive substitute for the
original bill was being drafted, I had
three primary reservations: First, ear-
lier versions of the bill imposed numer-
ous mandatory minimums. As I stated
earlier, I continue to believe that man-
datory minimums are generally an in-
appropriate tool in our critically im-
portant national fight against drugs.
Simply imposing or increasing manda-
tory minimums subverts the more con-
sidered process Congress set up in the
Sentencing Commission. The Federal
Sentencing Guidelines already provide
a comprehensive mechanism to equal-
ize sentences among persons convicted
of the same or similar crime, while al-
lowing judges the discretion they need
to give appropriate weight to indi-
vidual circumstances.

The Sentencing Commission goes
through an extraordinary process to
set sentence levels. For example, pur-
suant to our 1996 antimethampheta-
mine law, the Sentencing Commission
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increased meth penalties after careful
analysis of recent sentencing data, a
study of the offenses, and information
from the DEA on trafficking levels,
dosage unit size, price and drug quan-
tity. Increasing mandatory minimums
takes sentencing discretion away from
judges. We closely examine judges’
backgrounds before they are confirmed
and should let them do their jobs.

Mandatory minimums also impose
significant economic and social costs.
According to the Congressional Budget
Office, the annual cost of housing a fed-
eral inmate ranges from $16,745 per
year for minimum security inmates to
$23,286 per year for inmates in high se-
curity facilities. It is critical that we
take steps that will effectively deter
crime, but we should not ignore the
costs of the one size fits all approach of
mandatory minimums. We also cannot
ignore the policy implications of the
boom in our prison population. In 1970,
the total population in the federal pris-
on system was 20,686 prisoners, of
whom 16.3 percent were drug offenders.
By 1997, the federal prison population
had grown to almost 91,000 sentenced
prisoners, approximately 60 percent of
whom were sentenced for drug offenses.
The cost of supporting this expanded
federal criminal justice system is stag-
gering. We ignore at our peril the find-
ings of RAND’s comprehensive 1997 re-
port on mandatory minimum drug sen-
tences: ‘“‘Mandatory minimums are not
justifiable on the basis of cost-effec-
tiveness at reducing cocaine consump-
tion, cocaine expenditures, or drug-re-
lated crime.”

This is why I have repeatedly ex-
pressed my concerns about creating
new mandatory minimum penalties, in-
cluding as recently as last October,
when another antimethamphetamine
bill was before the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Second, earlier drafts of this bill
would have contravened the Supreme
Court’s 1999 decision in Richardson
versus U.S. I, along with some other
members of the Committee, believed
that it would be inappropriate to take
such a step without first holding a
hearing and giving thorough consider-
ation to such a change in the law. The
Chairman of the Committee, Senator
HATCH, was sensitive to this concern
and I thank him for agreeing to remove
that provision from this legislation.

Third, an earlier version of the bill
contained a provision that would have
created a rebuttable presumption that
may have violated the Constitution’s
Due Process Clause. Again, I believed
that we needed to seriously consider
and debate such a provision before vot-
ing on it. And again, the Chairman was
sensitive to the concerns of some of us
on the Committee and agreed to re-
move that provision.

By reaching an accord on each of
those issues, I was able to join as a co-
sponsor of this bill. I support it strong-
ly, and I look forward to seeing it be-
come law.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise
today with my colleagues to express
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my support for the Methamphetamine
Anti-Proliferation Act of 1999, of which
I am proud to be a cosponsor. This bi-
partisan measure is a crucial step in
the battle against the spread of Meth-
amphetamine, also known as ‘“‘Meth.”
It sets forward a comprehensive ap-
proach including targeted enforcement
through increased resources, training
and penalties, expansion of prevention
and intervention programs, environ-
mental cleanup, and research.

The Meth problem is growing rap-
idly—not only across the country west-
ward, but also in my home state: our
Wisconsin State Crime Laboratory has
tripled the number of Meth examina-
tions since 1996, with prosecutions dou-
bling from previous years; thefts of the
precursor chemical Anhydrous Ammo-
nia from farmers and retailers are be-
coming routine; and more Meth pro-
ducers are emptying out shelves of
“blister packs’’—packages of Sudafed
and other cold remedies which are
legal products used as precursor chemi-
cals and sold in our markets and retail
stores. Just last week, law enforcement
officers in Fox Valley, Wisconsin re-
ported their first seizure of a Meth lab,
evidencing Meth’s quick spread across
the state.

In fact, Wisconsin has become a
source of one of the most toxic of Meth
recipes—known to its Western pro-
ducers as the ‘‘Nazi variety’—which
causes the most aggressive behavior.
This is largely due to the availability
of Anhydrous Ammonia, which acceler-
ates users to a fast and violent high. At
the same time, the environmental dan-
gers associated with this chemical pose
a serious threat to our law enforce-
ment officers and our communities.

I am particularly pleased that the
bill includes several provisions from
the Rural Methamphetamine Use Re-
sponse Act of 1999, introduced by Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and me earlier this
year. In particular, the underlying bill
authorizes $6.5 million for additional
Drug Enforcement Administration
(DEA) agents in rural areas and $5.5
million for DEA training designed to
combat ‘“‘meth” production. In addi-
tion, it criminalizes the transport and
sale of Anhydrous Ammonia. These
provisions will be of great assistance to
rural states like Wisconsin, adding to
the ongoing efforts of state and local
law enforcement and building on the $1
million in funding I helped secure
through the Appropriations process for
a Meth ‘“Task Force’” in Western Wis-
consin.

As Meth continues its devastation
throughout the Midwest, it is time to
confront this raging menace at mul-
tiple levels and with cooperative
strength. This bipartisan legislation is
an important step in that direction.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise
today to commend the Senate for pass-
ing, S. 486, the Methamphetamine
Anti-Proliferation Act of 1999. I'm
proud to say this comprehensive anti-
methamphetamine bill was built upon
the DEFEAT Meth legislation that I
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introduced earlier this year. This re-
flects a tremendous amount of bi-par-
tisan work by the members of the judi-
ciary committee.

And the reason for the level of bipar-
tisan effort in crafting this bill was the
recognition by all involved that it is
needed desperately to combat one of
the fastest growing threats to Amer-
ican society: the explosive problem of
methamphetamine.

With its roots on the West coast, this
epidemic has now exploded in middle
America. Meth in the 1990s is what co-
caine was in the 1980s and heroin was in
the 1970s. It is currently the largest
drug threat we face in my home state
of Missouri. Unfortunately, it may be
coming soon to a city or town near
you.

If you wanted to design a drug to
have the worst possible effect on your
community, you’d make methamphet-
amine. It is highly addictive, highly
destructive, cheap, and easy to manu-
facture.

To give you an idea of the scope of
the problem, in 1992, law enforcement
seized 2 clandestine Meth labs in my
state of Missouri. By 1994, there were 14
seizures. In 1998, they seized 679 labs.
Based on the figures collected so far
this year, that number will jump again
this year to over 800 labs.

And with this growth have come all
of the problems. As meth abuse has in-
creased, domestic abuse, child abuse,
burglaries and meth related murders
have also increased proportionately.
From 1992 to 1998 meth-related emer-
gency room incidents increased 63 per-
cent.

What is more unacceptable is that
meth is ensnaring our children. In 1998,
the percentage of 12th graders who
used meth was double the 1992 level. In
recent conversations I have had with
local law enforcement officers in Mis-
souri, they estimated that as many as
10% of high school students know the
receipe for meth. In fact, one need only
log on to the Internet to find scores of
web sites giving detailed instructions
to set up you own meth lab. This is un-
acceptable.

Despite the appropriation of over $35
million dollars in the past two appro-
priation cycles for the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration to train local law
enforcement in the interdiction and
clean-up of methamphetamine labs, the
meth problem continues to grow.

And that is why I am so pleased S.
486, the Methamphetamine Anti-Pro-
liferation Act of 1999 passed the Sen-
ate. This bill provides the necessary
weapons to fight the growing meth
problem in this country, including the
authorization of $9.5 million for DEA
programs to train State and local law
enforcement in techniques used in
meth investigations, $5.5 million for
the hiring of new agents to assist State
and local law enforcement in small and
mid-sized communities, $15 million for
school and community-based meth
abuse and addiction prevention pro-
grams, $10 million for treatment of
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meth addicts, and $15 million to the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy to
combat trafficking of meth in des-
ignated HIDTA’s (High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Areas) which have had
great success in Missouri and the Mid-
west.

This bill also amends the Sentencing
Guidelines by increasing the manda-
tory minimum sentences for manufac-
turing meth and significantly increases
mandatory minimum sentences if the
offense created a risk of harm to the
life of a minor or incompetent. Fur-
thermore, the bill includes meth para-
phernalia in the federal list of illegal
paraphernalia.

But focusing on reducing supply
through interdiction and punishment is
not enough. The bill also authorizes
substantial resources for education and
prevention targeted specifically at the
problem of meth. Local law enforce-
ment in Missouri tells me that 10% of
high school students know the recipe
for meth. I want to ensure that 100% of
them know that meth is a recipe for
disaster.

Meth presents us with a formidable
challenge. We have faced many other
challenges in the past and we can face
this one as well. In fact, the history of
America is one of meeting challenges
and surpassing people’s highest expec-
tations. Meth is no exception. All its
takes is that we marshal our will and
channel the great indomitable Amer-
ican spirit. Through legislative efforts
like this bill we will meet this new
meth challenge and defeat it.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, three
years ago I joined with my distin-
guished friend and colleague, Senator
HATCH, to introduce the ‘‘Hatch-Biden
Methamphetamine Control Act’ to ad-
dress the growing threat of meth-
amphetamine use in our country before
it was too late.

Our failure to foresee and prevent the
crack cocaine epidemic is one of the
most significant public policy mistakes
in recent history. We were determined
not to repeat that mistake with meth-
amphetamine.

That 1996 Act provided crucial tools
that we needed to stay ahead of the
methamphetamine epidemic—increased
penalties for possessing and trafficking
in methamphetamine and the precursor
chemicals and equipment used to man-
ufacture the drug; tighter reporting re-
quirements and restrictions on the le-
gitimate sales of products containing
precursor chemicals to prevent their
diversion; increased reporting require-
ments for firms that sell those prod-
ucts by mail; and enhanced prison sen-
tences for meth manufacturers who en-
danger the life of any individual or en-
danger the environment while making
this drug. We also created a national
working group of law enforcement and
public health officials to monitor any
growth in the methamphetamine epi-
demic.

I have no doubt that our 1996 legisla-
tion slowed this epidemic significantly.
But we are up against a powerful and
highly addictive drug.
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The Methamphetamine Anti-Pro-
liferation Act of 1999—which I have co-
sponsored—builds on the 1996 Act. First
and foremost, it closes the ‘‘amphet-
amine loophole’” in current law by
making the penalties for manufac-
turing, distribution, importing and ex-
porting amphetamine the same as
those for meth. After all, the two drugs
differ by only one chemical and are
sold interchangeably on the street. If
users can’t tell the difference between
the two substances, there is no reason
why the penalties should be different.

The amendment also addresses the
growing problem of meth labs by estab-
lishing penalties for manufacturing the
drug with an enhanced penalty for
those who would put a child’s life at
risk in the process. We provide the
Drug Enforcement Administration
with much needed funding to clean up
clandestine labs after they are seized
as well as to train state local law en-
forcement officers to handle the haz-
ardous wastes produced in the meth
labs and certify them to train their
colleagues.

Methamphetamine is made from an
array of hazardous substances—battery
acid, lye, ammonia gas, hydrochloric
acid, just to name a few—that produce
toxic fumes and often lead to fires or
explosions when mixed. I am revealing
nothing by naming some of these
chemical ingredients. Anyone with ac-
cess to the Internet can download a de-
tailed meth recipe with a few simple
keystrokes. Our legislation would
make such postings illegal.

We provide money for the Drug En-
forcement Administration to clean up
these toxic sites and certify state and
local officials to handle the hazardous
byproducts at the lab sites. We provide
funds for additional law enforcement
personnel—including agents, investiga-
tors, prosecutors, 1lab technicians,
chemists, investigative assistants and
drug prevention specialists in High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Areas where
meth is a problem.

We also provide funds for new agents
to assist State and local law enforce-
ment in small- and mid-sized commu-
nities in all phases of drug investiga-
tions and assist state and local law en-
forcement in rural areas.

Further, the legislation provides
much needed money for prevention,
treatment and research, including clin-
ical trials. It asks the Institute of Med-
icine to issue a report on the status of
pharmacotherapies for treatment of
amphetamine and methamphetamine
addiction.

I understand that the scientists at
the National Institute on Drug Abuse
are making headway in isolating amino
acids and developing medications to
deal with meth overdose and addiction.

We also have a provision that would
allow certain doctors to dispense
Schedule III, IV and V drugs from their
offices to treat addiction. I am glad to
see this provision included. Ten years
ago, I asked the question: “If drug
abuse is an epidemic, are we doing
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enough to find a medical ‘cure’?” Un-
fortunately that question is still with
us. But today we also have another
question: ‘“Are we doing enough to get
the ‘cures’ we have to those who need
them?”” We have an enormous ‘‘treat-
ment gap’’ in this country. Less than
half of the estimated 4.4 to 5.3 million
people who need drug treatment are re-
ceiving it. Licensing qualified doctors
to prescribe certain pharmacotherapies
from their offices is a significant step
toward bridging the treatment gap.

Also to that end, this bill authorizes
$10 million for treatment of meth-
amphetamine addiction.

The bill also tightens the restrictions
on direct and indirect advertising of il-
legal drug paraphernalia and Schedule
I drugs. Under this legislation, it would
be illegal for on-line magazines and
other websites to post advertisements
for such illegal material or provide
“links” to websites that do. We crafted
this language carefully so that we re-
strict the sale of drug paraphernalia
without restricting the First Amend-
ment.

All in all, I believe that this is a com-
prehensive bill that attacks the meth-
amphetamine and amphetamine prob-
lem from every angle.

Today the Senate also passed the
“Date Rape Drug Control Act of 1999,”
a very important piece of legislation
which will place the most stringent
controls on GHB, a drug which is being
used with increasing frequency to com-
mit rape. I commend Senator ABRAHAM
for his efforts to get this bill passed
and I thank him for acknowledging my
efforts as well.

For nearly five years now, I have
been working to raise awareness about
date rape drugs including rohypnol and
ketamine.

In 1996, I first introduced legislation
to schedule these drugs under the Con-
trolled Substances Act. This was not a
step I took lightly because there is a
regulatory procedure in place for
scheduling controlled substances. But
my view was that the regulatory proc-
ess would take years to do what needed
to be done in months, forfeiting valu-
able time in the fight to stop these
drugs from being used to commit hei-
nous crimes.

Federal scheduling is important for
three simple reasons. First, federal
scheduling triggers increased state
drug law penalties. This is because
state law penalties are linked to the
level at which a drug appears on the
federal controlled substance schedule.
Since more than 95 percent of all drug
cases are prosecuted at the state level,
not by the federal government, federal
scheduling is vitally important.

Second, federal scheduling triggers
tough federal penalties.

And third, scheduling has proven to
work. In 1984, I worked to reschedule
Quaaludes from Schedule II to Sched-
ule I, Congress passed the law and the
Quaalude epidemic was greatly re-
duced. Again in 1990, I worked to re-
classify steroids as a Schedule IIT sub-
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stance, Congress passed the law and
again a drug epidemic that had been on
the rise was reversed.

Progress on scheduling date rape
drugs has been slow. This past Au-
gust—four years after I first called for
stricter regulations—the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration finally classified
ketamine as a Schedule III drug.

Rohypnol has yet to be classified as a
Schedule I drug, though we have passed
legislation that stipulates that it is
subject to federal penalties. Far from
perfect, but it is a small step in the
right direction.

In 1996, we passed legislation to crack
down on those who commit violent
crimes—including rape—by giving the
victim a controlled substance without
that person’s knowledge.

As a result of that legislation, this
cowardly act is punishable by up to 20
years in prison.

And today the Senate passed legisla-
tion that recognizes that GHB is a sig-
nificant public safety hazard and will
result in the drug being designated as a
Schedule I substance. At the same
time, the legislation recognizes that
there is a public health interest here.
GHB is currently being studied as a
treatment for narcolepsy and this bill
goes to great lengths to ensure that
this research can continue without
undue burdens.

Further, the ‘“Date Rape Drug Con-
trol Act” requires the Attorney Gen-
eral to assist in the development of fo-
rensic tests to help law enforcement
detect GHB and related substances and
develop training materials on date rape
drugs for police officers. The bill also
calls for a national awareness cam-
paign to warn people about the danger
of these drugs.

Recently, these date rape drugs have
been used in my State of Delaware.
Several women at ‘‘The Big Kahuna,”
the largest nightclub in Wilmington
have had drugs slipped into their
drinks.

This is a serious problem and we
must take bold steps, like passing the
measure we passed today, to establish
strict penalties for this cowardly
crime.

I am pleased that the Senate has
passed both of these important pieces
of legislation today and I hope to see
them enacted into law.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate has now approved a long-time cru-
sade of mine—that of speeding the de-
velopment and delivery of anti-addi-
tion medications that block the crav-
ing for illicit addictive substances.
This is one way in which we can fight
and win the war on drugs—by blocking
the craving for illegal substances. The
proposal, which has now passed the
Senate as embodied in S. 324, the Drug
Addiction Treatment Act, which I in-
troduced in January of this year along
with Senator HATCH, Senator MOoOY-
NIHAN and Senator BIDEN, will achieve
this goal.

Mr. President, the Drug Addiction
Treatment Act, reported out of the Ju-
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diciary Committee as Sec. 18 of the
Methamphetamine Anti-Proliferation
Act of 1999, enables qualified physi-
cians to prescribe schedule IV and V
anti-addiction medications in their of-
fices, under certain strict conditions.
There are a number of reasons why this
legislation is necessary. The Narcotic
Addict Treatment Act of 1974, requires
separate DEA registrations for physi-
cians who want to use approved nar-
cotics in drug abuse treatment and sep-
arate approvals of registrants by the
U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) and by state agencies.
The result has been a treatment sys-
tem consisting primarily of large clin-
ics, preventing physicians from treat-
ing patients in an office setting or in
rural areas or small towns, thereby de-
nying treatment to thousands in need
of it. Additionally, experts say that
many heroin addicts who want treat-
ment are often deterred because of the
stigma that is associated with such
clinics.

The medications Buprenorphine and
Buprenorphone/naloxone combination
have proven to be effective blockers of
craving for heroin. Dr. Alan Leshner,
Director of the National Institute on
Drug Abuse (NIDA) substantiates this
finding in the ‘“‘many NIDA funded
studies [that] support the effectiveness,
safety and efficacy of Buprenorphine
and buprenorphine combined with
naloxone for the treatment of opiate
dependence.”’

The intent of the Drug Addiction
Treatment Act, S. 324, is to make it
possible for medications like
Buprenorphine, because of the unlikeli-
hood of diversion or abuse, to be used
effectively to block the craving for her-
oin. To do this, the medication must be
made available in physician offices and
there must be safeguards that such
availability is not abused. The protec-
tions in the legislation against such
abuse are as follows: Physicians may
not treat more than 20 patients in an
office setting unless the Secretary ad-
justs this number; the Secretary, as ap-
propriate, may add to these conditions
and allow the Attorney General to ter-
minate a physician’s DEA registration
if these conditions are violated; and
the program may be discontinued with-
in three years after the date of enact-
ment, if the Secretary and Attorney
General determine that this new type
of decentralized treatment has not
proven to be an effective form of treat-
ment.

States may opt out of the provision.
Also, nothing in the waiver policy is
intended to change the rules pertaining
to methadone clinics or other facilities
or practitioners that conduct drug
treatment services under the dual reg-
istration system imposed by current
law. In crafting the waiver provisions
of this legislation, we consulted with
the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, including the Federal
Drug Administration, and the Drug En-
forcement Administration.

The National Institute on Drug
Abuse (NIDA), in collaboration with a
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private pharmaceutical company devel-
oped Buprenorphine for the treatment
of heroin addiction. Because of the re-
luctance of the pharmaceutical indus-
try to become involved in developing
anti-addiction medications, NIDA has
played an active role in supporting re-
search at every step of the drug devel-
opment process. NIDA’s Medications
Development Division has been work-
ing to accelerate the identification,
evaluation, development, and approval
of new medications to treat drug addic-
tion, which I call anti-addiction drugs.
Through this process, NIDA has been
able to bring a number of effective
medications into drug treatment. In
the case of Buprenorphine products,
NIDA has supported research for many
years which indicates that the medica-
tion is effective in blocking the craving
for heroin.

Mr. President, the crisis of illegal
drug use continues to cost society both
in human toll and in the loss of billions
of dollars each year. Consider the star-
tling and compelling findings of the
January 1995 Institute of Medicine Re-
port, which estimates the cost to soci-
ety for drug abuse and dependence
treatment at $66.9 billion in 1990 alone,
and estimated the cost of drug-related
crime at $46 billion that same year. A
1995 report of the Office of National
Drug Control Policy tells us that users
of illegal drugs spent $48.7 billion on
the purchase of illicit substances to
feed their addiction.

Recent findings of the Monitoring
the Future Program, headed by Dr.
Lloyd Johnson of the University of
Michigan, indicates that heroin use
among American teens doubled be-
tween 1991 and 1998, and represents a
clear and present danger for a signifi-
cant number of American young peo-
ple. Dr. Johnson attributes this to a
‘“‘sharp increase in use . . . resulting
from adoption of non-injectable modes
of administration—smoking and snort-
ing, in particular.” Dr. Johnson goes
on to say that ‘‘the very high purity of
heroin on the street has made these
new developments possible and that
unfortunately, a number of those users
will become dependent on heroin and
will switch over to injection, which is a
more efficient way to derive the equiv-
alent high”

The President of the Michigan Public
Health Association, Dr. Stephanie
Meyers Schim, has spoken out elo-
quently about the ‘‘great problems’ of
substance abuse. In her recent letter in
support of S. 324, she says: Substance
abuse affects health care costs, mor-
tality, workers’ compensation claims,
reduced productivity, crime, suicide,
domestic violence, child abuse, and in-
creases costs associated with extra law
enforcement, motor vehicle crashes,
crime, and lost productivity. Dr. Schim
goes on to say, ‘“‘Buprenorphine will
allow drug addicted individuals to
maximize everyday life activities, and
participate more fully in work day and
family activities while seeking the
needed treatment and counseling to be-
come drug free’.
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Dr. James H. Wood, Professor of
Pharmacology at the University of
Michigan Medical School recently
wrote: ‘““One of the most important as-
pects of your bill is the use of
Buprenorphine by well-trained physi-
cians to treat narcotic addiction from
their offices, which has the potential to
attract and treat effectively sizable
populations of currently untreated ad-
dicts . . . a major byproduct of this in-
creased treatment, of course, will be
reduction in the demand for illicit nar-
cotics in the U.S.”

Dr. Thomas Kosten, President of the
American Academy of Addiction Psy-
chiatry echoed these sentiments in re-
cent testimony on The Drug Addiction
Treatment Act before the House Com-
merce Committee on Health and Envi-
ronment, and I quote: ‘. .. I would
like to support the availability of
Buprenorphine for office based prac-
tice. Addiction is a brain disease and
office-based practice is primarily need-
ed for effective treatment of
Buprenorphine.”

The American Society of Addiction
Medicine (ASAM), and the College on
Problems of Drug Dependence which is
the nation’s longest standing organiza-
tion of scientists addressing drug de-
pendence and drug abuse, have stated
that the availability of Buprenorphine
in physicians’ offices adds a needed ex-
pansion of current treatment for her-
oin addiction. ASAM also cautioned
that Buprenorphine will have limited
utility if it is tied to the regulatory
structure for current treatments of
heroin addiction.

There are other compelling reasons
why we must expedite the delivery of
anti-addiction medications. Of the ju-
veniles who land behind bars in state
institutions, more than 60 percent of
them reported using drugs once a week
or more, and over 40 percent reported
being under the influence of drugs
while committing crimes, according to
a report from the Bureau of Justice
Statistics. Drug-related incarcerations
are up and we are building more jails
and prisons to accommodate them—
more than 1000 have been built over the
past 20 years. According to the July 14,
1999 Office of National Drug Control
Policy Update, and I quote: ‘“‘Drug-re-
lated arrests are up from 1.1 million ar-
rests in 1988 to 1.6 million arrests in
1997—steady increases every year since
1991.”

These sentiments were also expressed
during a May 9, 1997 Drug Forum on
Anti-addiction Research, which I con-
vened along with Senator MOYNIHAN,
Senator BoB KERREY and other mem-
bers of the Senate. Forum participants,
including distinguished experts such as
Dr. Herbert Kleber and Dr. Donald
Landry of Columbia University, Dr.
Charles Schuster of Wayne State Uni-
versity and Dr. James Woods of the
University of Michigan, made it crystal
clear that time is of the essence—we
must act expeditiously on new treat-
ment discoveries that block the crav-
ing for illicit addictive substances.
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Mr. President, I received a very sup-
portive letter from HHS Secretary
Donna Shalala: “I am especially en-
couraged by the results of published
clinical studies of Buprenorphine.
Buprenorphine is a partial mu opiate
receptor agonist, in Schedule V of the
Controlled Substances Act, with
unique properties which differentiate it
from full agonists such as methadone
or LAAM. The pharmacology of the
combination tablet consisting of
Buprenorphine and naloxone results in
. . . low value and low desirability for
diversion on the street. Published clin-
ical studies suggest that it has very
limited euphorigenic affects, and has
the ability to percipitate withdrawal in
individuals who are highly dependent
upon other opioids. Thus,
Buprenorphine and Buprenorphine/
naloxone products are expected to have
low diversion potential. Buprenorphine
and Buprenorphine naloxone products
are expected to reach new groups of
opiate addicts—for example, those who
do not have access to methadone pro-
grams, those who are reluctant to
enter methadone treatment programs,
and those who are unsuited to them
(this would include for example, those
in their first year of opiates addiction
or those addicted to lower doses of opi-
ates). Buprenorphine and
Buprenorphine/naloxone products
should increase the amount of treat-
ment capacity available and expand
the range of treatment options that
can be used by physicians. Secretary
Shalala went on to say,
“Buprenorphine and Buprenorphine/
Naloxone would not replace metha-
done. Methadone and LAAM clinics
would remain an important part of the
treatment continuum.”

Mr. President, a companion bill has
been introduced and reported out of
Committee in the House. It is my hope
that full House will act as expedi-
tiously as the Senate on this important
legislation.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, 3 years
ago I joined with my distinguished
friend and colleague, Senator HATCH,
to introduce the Hatch-Biden Meth-
amphetamine Control Act to address
the growing threat of methamphet-
amine use in our country before it was
too late. Our failure to foresee and pre-
vent the crack cocaine epidemic is one
of the most significant public policy
mistakes in recent history. We were de-
termined not to repeat that mistake
with methamphetamine.

That 1996 act provided crucial tools
that we needed to stay ahead of the
methamphetamine epidemic—increased
penalties for possessing and trafficking
in methamphetamine and the precursor
chemicals and equipment used to man-
ufacture the drug; tighter reporting re-
quirements and restrictions on the le-
gitimate sales of products containing
precursor chemicals to prevent their
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diversion; increased reporting require-
ments for firms that sell those prod-
ucts by mail; and enhanced prison sen-
tences for meth manufacturers who en-
danger the life of any individual or en-
danger the environment while making
this drug. We also created a national
working group of law enforcement and
public health officials to monitor any
growth in the methamphetamine epi-
demic.

I have no doubt that our 1996 legisla-
tion slowed this epidemic significantly.
But we are up against a powerful and
highly addictive drug. The Meth-
amphetamine Anti-Proliferation Act of
1999—which I have cosponsored—builds
on the 1996 act. First and foremost, it
closes the ‘‘amphetamine loophole’ in
current law by making the penalties
for manufacturing, distribution, im-
porting and exporting amphetamine
the same as those for meth. After all,
the two drugs differ by only one chem-
ical and are sold interchangeably on
the street. If users can’t tell the dif-
ference between the two substances,
there is no reason why the penalties
should be different.

The bill also addresses the growing
problem of meth labs by establishing
penalties for manufacturing the drug
with an enhanced penalty for those
who would put a child’s life at risk in
the process. We provide the Drug En-
forcement Administration with much
needed funding to clean up clandestine
labs after they are seized as well as to
train state and local law enforcement
officers to handle the hazardous wastes
produced in the meth labs and certify
them to train their colleagues. Meth-
amphetamine is made from an array of
hazardous substances—battery acid,
lye, ammonia gas, hydrochloric acid,
just to name a few—that produce toxic
fumes and often lead to fires or explo-
sions when mixed. I am revealing noth-
ing by naming some of these chemical
ingredients. Anyone with access to the
Internet can download a detailed meth
recipe with a few simple keystrokes.
Our legislation would make such post-
ings illegal.

We provide money for the Drug En-
forcement Administration to clean up
these toxic sites and certify state and
local officials to handle the hazardous
byproducts at the lab sites. We provide
funds for additional law enforcement
personnel—including agents, investiga-
tors, prosecutors, lab technicians,
chemists, investigative assistants and
drug prevention specialists in High In-
tensity Drug Trafficking Areas where
meth is a problem. We also provide
funds for new agents to assist State
and local law enforcement in small-
and mid-sized communities in all
phases of drug investigations and assist
state and local law enforcement in
rural areas. Further, the legislation
provides much needed money for pre-
vention, treatment and research, in-
cluding clinical trials. It asks the In-
stitute of Medicine to issue a report on
the status of pharmacotherapies for
treatment of amphetamine and meth-
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amphetamine addiction. I understand
that the scientists at the National In-
stitute on Drug Abuse are making
headway in isolating amino acids and
developing medications to deal with
meth overdose and addiction.

We also have a provision that would
allow certain doctors to dispense
Schedule III, IV and V drugs from their
offices to treat addiction. I am glad to
see this provision included. Ten years
ago, I asked the question: “If drug
abuse is an epidemic, are we doing
enough to find a medical ‘cure’?”’ Un-
fortunately that question is still with
us. But today we also have another
question: ‘“‘Are we doing enough to get
the ‘cures’ we have to those who need
them?” We have an enormous ‘‘treat-
ment gap’” in this country. Less than
half of the estimated 4.4 to 5.3 million
people who need drug treatment are re-
ceiving it. Licensing qualified doctors
to prescribe certain pharmacotherapies
from their offices is a significant step
toward bridging the treatment gap.
Also to that end, this bill authorizes
$10 million for treatment of meth-
amphetamine addiction.

The bill also tightens the restrictions
on direct and indirect advertising of il-
legal drug paraphernalia and Schedule
I drugs. Under this legislation, it would
be illegal for on-line magazines and
other websites to post advertisements
for such illegal material or provide
“links” to websites that do. We crafted
this language carefully so that we re-
strict the sale of drug paraphernalia
without restricting the first amend-
ment. All in all, I believe that this is a
comprehensive bill that attacks the
methamphetamine and amphetamine
problem from every angle. Today the
Senate also passed the ‘“‘Date Rape
Drug Control Act of 1999,” a very im-
portant piece of legislation which will
place the most stringent controls on
GHB, a drug which is being used with
increasing frequency to commit rape. I
commend Senator ABRAHAM for his ef-
forts to get this bill passed and I thank
him for acknowledging my efforts as
well.

For nearly 5 years now, I have been
working to raise awareness about date
rape drugs including rohypnol and
ketamine. In 1996, I first introduced
legislation to schedule these drugs
under the Controlled Substances Act.
This was not a step I took lightly be-
cause there is a regulatory procedure
in place for scheduling controlled sub-
stances. But my view was that the reg-
ulatory process would take years to do
what needed to be done in months, for-
feiting valuable time in the fight to
stop these drugs from being used to
commit heinous crimes. Federal sched-
uling is important for three simple rea-
sons. First, Federal scheduling triggers
increased state drug law penalties.
This is because state law penalties are
linked to the level at which a drug ap-
pears on the Federal controlled sub-
stance schedule. Since more than 95 per
cent of all drug cases are prosecuted at
the state level, not by the Federal gov-
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ernment, federal scheduling is vitally
important.

Second, Federal scheduling triggers
tough federal penalties.

And third, scheduling has proven to
work. In 1984, I worked to reschedule
Quaaludes from Schedule II to Sched-
ule I, Congress passed the law and the
Quaalude epidemic was greatly re-
duced. Again in 1990, I worked to re-
classify steroids as a Schedule III sub-
stance, Congress passed the law and
again a drug epidemic that had been on
the rise was reversed.

Progress on scheduling date rape
drugs has been slow. This past Au-
gust—4 years after I first called for
stricter regulations—the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration finally classified
ketamine as a Schedule III drug.
Rohypnol has yet to be classified as a
Schedule I drug, though we have passed
legislation that stipulates that it is
subject to federal penalties. Far from
perfect, but it is a small step in the
right direction.

In 1996, we passed legislation to crack
down on those who commit violent
crimes—including rape—by giving the
victim a controlled substance without
that person’s knowledge. As a result of
that legislation, this cowardly act is
punishable by up to 20 years in prison.
And today the Senate passed legisla-
tion that recognizes that GHB is a sig-
nificant public safety hazard and will
result in the drug being designated as a
Schedule I substance. At the same
time, the legislation recognizes that
there is a public health interest here.
GHB is currently being studied as a
treatment for narcolepsy and this bill
goes to great lengths to ensure that
this research can continue without
undue burdens.

Further, the Date Rape Drug Control
Act requires the Attorney General to
assist in the development of forensic
tests to help law enforcement detect
GHB and related substances and de-
velop training materials on date rape
drugs for police officers. The bill also
calls for a national awareness cam-
paign to warn people about the danger
of these drugs. Recently, these date
rape drugs have been used in my State
of Delaware. Several women at ‘“The
Big Kahuna,” the largest nightclub in
Wilmington have had drugs slipped
into their drinks. This is a serious
problem and we must take bold steps,
like passing the measure we passed
today, to establish strict penalties for
this cowardly crime. I am pleased that
the Senate has passed both of these im-
portant pieces of legislation today and
I hope to see them enacted into law.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
to commend the Senate for unani-
mously passing the Drug Addiction
Treatment Act of 1999 (S. 324), as Title
II, Subsection B, of the DEFEAT Meth
Act of 1999 (S. 486). The Senate’s action
today marks a milestone in the treat-
ment of opiate dependence. The Drug
Addiction Treatment Act increases ac-
cess to new medications, such as
buprenorphine, to treat opiate addic-
tion. I thank my colleagues Senator
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LEVIN (whose long-term vision inspired
this legislation), Senator HATCH, and
Senator BIDEN for their leadership and
dedication in developing this Act, and I
look forward to seeing the Drug Addic-
tion Treatment Act of 1999 become law.

Determining how to deal with the
problem of addiction is not a new topic.
Just over a decade ago when we passed
the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988, I was
assigned by our then-Leader ROBERT
BYRD, with Sam Nunn, to co-chair a
working group to develop a proposal
for drug control legislation. We worked
together with a similar Republican
task force. We agreed, at least for a
while, to divide funding under our bill
between demand reduction activities
(60 percent) and supply reduction ac-
tivities (40 percent). And we created
the Director of National Drug Control
Policy (section 1002); next, ‘“There shall
be in the Office of National Drug Con-
trol Policy a Deputy Director for De-
mand Reduction and a Deputy Director
for Supply Reduction.”

We put demand first. To think that
you can ever end the problem by inter-
dicting the supply of drugs, well, it’s
an illusion. There’s no possibility.

I have been intimately involved with
trying to eradicate the supply of drugs
into this country. It fell upon me, as a
member of the Nixon Cabinet, to nego-
tiate shutting down the heroin traffic
that went from central Turkey to Mar-
seilles to New York—‘‘the French Con-
nection”—but we knew the minute
that happened, another route would
spring up. That was a given. The suc-
cess was short-lived. What we needed
was demand reduction, a focus on the
user. And we still do.

Demand reduction requires science
and it requires doctors. I see the
science continues to develop, and The
Drug Addiction Treatment Act of 1999
will allow doctors and patients to
make use of it.

Congress and the public continue to
fixate on supply interdiction and
harsher sentences (without treatment)
as the ‘‘solution” to our drug problems,
and adamantly refuse to acknowledge
what various experts now know and are
telling us: that addiction is a chronic,
relapsing disease; that is, the brain un-
dergoes molecular, cellular, and phys-
iological changes which may not be re-
versible.

What we are talking about is not
simply a law enforcement problem, to
cut the supply; it is a public health
problem, and we need to treat it as
such. We need to stop filling our jails
under the misguided notion that such
actions will stop the problem of drug
addiction. The Drug Addiction Treat-
ment Act of 1999 is a step in the right
direction.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
substitute, as amended, be agreed to,
the bill be read a third time and
passed, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, and any state-
ments related to the bill be printed in
the RECORD.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The bill (S. 486),
agreed to, as follows:

[The bill was not available for print-
ing. It will appear in a future edition of
the RECORD.]

————

ESTABLISHING THE ABRAHAM
LINCOLN BICENTENNIAL COM-
MISSION

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Judiciary
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of H.R. 1451, and the Sen-
ate proceed to its immediate consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 1451) to establish the Abraham
Lincoln Bicentennial Commission.

There being no objection, the Senate

proceeded to consider the bill.
AMENDMENT NO. 2795

(Purpose: To provide a complete substitute)

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, there is
a substitute amendment at the desk
submitted by Senators HATCH, LEAHY,
FITZGERALD, and DURBIN, and I ask for
its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Ms. COLLINS], for
Mr. HATCH, for herself, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. FI1TZz-
GERALD and Mr. DURBIN, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2795.

The amendment is as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Abraham
Lincoln Bicentennial Commission Act”’.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Abraham Lincoln, the 16th President,
was one of the Nation’s most prominent
leaders, demonstrating true courage during
the Civil War, one of the greatest crises in
the Nation’s history.

(2) Born of humble roots in Hardin County,
Kentucky, on February 12, 1809, Abraham
Lincoln rose to the Presidency through a
legacy of honesty, integrity, intelligence,
and commitment to the United States.

(3) With the belief that all men were cre-
ated equal, Abraham Lincoln led the effort
to free all slaves in the United States.

(4) Abraham Lincoln had a generous heart,
with malice toward none and with charity
for all.

(5) Abraham Lincoln gave the ultimate
sacrifice for the country Lincoln loved,
dying from an assassin’s bullet on April 15,
1865.

(6) All Americans could benefit from study-
ing the life of Abraham Lincoln, for Lin-
coln’s life is a model for accomplishing the
‘““American Dream’ through honesty, integ-
rity, loyalty, and a lifetime of education.

(7) The year 2009 will be the bicentennial
anniversary of the birth of Abraham Lincoln,
and a commission should be established to
study and recommend to Congress activities
that are fitting and proper to celebrate that

as amended, was
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anniversary in a manner that appropriately
honors Abraham Lincoln.
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT.

There is established a commission to be
known as the Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial
Commission (referred to in this Act as the
“Commission”).

SEC. 4. DUTIES.

The Commission shall have the following
duties:

(1) To study activities that may be carried
out by the Federal Government to determine
whether the activities are fitting and proper
to honor Abraham Lincoln on the occasion of
the bicentennial anniversary of Lincoln’s
birth, including—

(A) the minting of an Abraham Lincoln bi-
centennial penny;

(B) the issuance of an Abraham Lincoln bi-
centennial postage stamp;

(C) the convening of a joint meeting or
joint session of Congress for ceremonies and
activities relating to Abraham Lincoln;

(D) a redesignation of the Lincoln Memo-
rial, or other activity with respect to the
Memorial; and

(E) the acquisition and preservation of ar-
tifacts associated with Abraham Lincoln.

(2) To recommend to Congress the activi-
ties that the Commission considers most fit-
ting and proper to honor Abraham Lincoln
on such occasion, and the entity or entities
in the Federal Government that the Commis-
sion considers most appropriate to carry out
such activities.

SEC. 5. MEMBERSHIP.

(a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-
mission shall be composed of 156 members ap-
pointed as follows:

(1) Two members, each of whom shall be a
qualified citizen described in subsection (b),
appointed by the President.

(2) One member, who shall be a qualified
citizen described in subsection (b), appointed
by the President on the recommendation of
the Governor of Illinois.

(3) One member, who shall be a qualified
citizen described in subsection (b), appointed
by the President on the recommendation of
the Governor of Indiana.

(4) One member, who shall be a qualified
citizen described in subsection (b), appointed
by the President on the recommendation of
the Governor of Kentucky.

(56) Three members, at least one of whom
shall be a Member of the House of Represent-
atives, appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

(6) Three members, at least one of whom
shall be a Senator, appointed by the major-
ity leader of the Senate.

(7) Two members, at least one of whom
shall be a Member of the House of Represent-
atives, appointed by the minority leader of
the House of Representatives.

(8) Two members, at least one of whom
shall be a Senator, appointed by the minor-
ity leader of the Senate.

(b) QUALIFIED CITIZEN.—A qualified citizen
described in this subsection is a private cit-
izen of the United States with—

(1) a demonstrated dedication to educating
others about the importance of historical
figures and events; and

(2) substantial knowledge and appreciation
of Abraham Lincoln.

(c) TIME OF APPOINTMENT.—Each initial ap-
pointment of a member of the Commission
shall be made before the expiration of the
120-day period beginning on the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(d) CONTINUATION OF MEMBERSHIP.—If a
member of the Commission was appointed to
the Commission as a Member of Congress,
and ceases to be a Member of Congress, that
member may continue to serve on the Com-
mission for not longer than the 30-day period
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